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PER CURI AM
I n these consol i dat ed appeal s, M chael J. Sindramappeal s
district court orders denying his nmotion to proceed in form
pauperi s, denying his notion for clarification and nodification and
di sm ssing wthout prejudice his conplaint for failing to state a
claim W have reviewed the records and the district court orders.

Wth respect to Appeal Nos. 05-1699 and 05-1910, we affirmon the

reasoni ng of the district court. See Sindramv. Zacker, No. CA-05-
1660-8-PJM (D. Md. June 20, 2005 & July 6, 2005). Wth respect to
Appeal No. 05-2016, the court dism ssed wi thout prejudice Sindrams
conplaint and instructed Sindram as to the deficiencies in the
conplaint and how they may be cured. Because Sindram may refile
his conplaint, the dismssal order is interlocutory and not

appeal abl e. See Domino Sugar Corp. v. Sugar Wrkers Local Union

392, 10 F. 3d 1064, 1066-67 (4th Cr. 1993). Accordingly, we affirm
Nos. 05-1699 and 05-1910 and dism ss No. 05-2016. We grant
Sindramis notions to proceed on appeal in forma pauperis. e
di spense wi th oral argunment because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and
argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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